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Presenter
Presentation Notes
    


Time Agenda

9:00 a.m. Welcome, Introductions
9:15 a.m. Scope of FFS
e FFS Purpose and Overview
9:45 a.m. Purpose of the Community Interest Group and Format
10:00 a.m. FFS Recent Work and Findings

e TarGOST Results

e Conceptual Site Model
11:00 a.m. Next Steps
e  Alternatives Evaluation

e  Informal Public Meeting (December 10, 2013)

e Next Community Interest Group Meeting (February 4, 2014)

11:15 a.m. Questions/Discussion

noon Meeting Adjourns




EPA is underway with Focused Feasibility Study (FFS).

FFS evaluates remedial alternatives for the soil and groundwater
“Operable Units” (OUs) at the Wyckoff Eagle Harbor Superfund Site.

» This is about the 8-Acre Upland Property at “The Point”.

« Coordinated with a separate Focused Feasibility Study for the East
Harbor OU.

 Conducted by EPA with contractor CH2M Hill.
* In close coordination — collaboration with Ecology.

« Howard and Chung are the technical and management leads for
EPA and Ecology.
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The FFS was initiated in spring 2012.

Major first step was to conduct significant additional investigation
and update understanding of contamination at the site
(we will discuss this later today).

Process to define and evaluate Remedial Action Alternatives
between now and June 2014.

July — September 2014 Final FFS defining Preferred Alternative.

Fall 2014 — “Proposed Plan” will be released for formal public
comment.




Keep the community apprised of content and progress on the
Focused Feasibility Study evaluation of remedial alternatives for
“The Point”.

Receive informal input during the FFS process, enabling the team to
anticipate and consider community concerns, suggestions and
interests in the alternatives analysis.

Assist the Remedial Action Proposed Plan selection and
determination process by incorporating input along the way during
the FFS development, prior to the formal public comment period.




“CIG” will be active during the FFS and Remedial Action
Proposed Plan duration.

Approximately 4 meetings.

Typically 2 hours — this one is longer for introduction.

Dawn Hooper is contact person for Interest Group
communications between meetings.




At each CIG meeting, EPA will provide an update on FFS status,
recent work and findings.

Summary materials of this work will be presented.
For discussion and informal input from group members.

Informal process — does not supplant formal public review and
comment process that will occur for Remedial Action Proposed Plan.

FFS technical documents will be available to CIG members when
they are posted on website and available to the public (e.g: recent
Sept 2013 posting of Investigation Memo).

Meetings are not closed, if there are public “audience” members, we
will include some time for their input at the end of each agenda.
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EPA will hold two informal public meetings.
Formal public comment period on Proposed Plan.

Activity

Approximate Date

Notes

Forming a Community Interest Group

May — July 2013

Community update re: Interest Group formation August 2013 Update to broad community, provides
opportunity for additional member interest
Interest Group Meeting 1 (today) November 2013 Quarterly, After EPA Source Investigation

Report

EPA Informal Public Meeting

December 10, 2013

After EPA Alternatives Screening

Interest Group Meeting 2 February 4, 2014 Quarterly

Interest Group Meeting 3 Spring 2014 Quarterly

EPA Informal Public Meeting April 2014 After EPA Comparative Analysis of
Alternatives

Interest Group Meeting 4 Summer 2014 Quarterly

EPA Formal Public Comment Period on Remedial September 2014 Formal public comment period

Action Proposed Plan




These meetings have limited duration, and you are all giving generously
of your time to participate. Please speak concisely - respect the intent
for all group members to be able to participate.

Please listen respectfully to the full range of issues and input discussed.

Please do not speak within the community on behalf of the group or
other group members.

We are hopeful that you will bring input to the group from your
community constituencies.

Please help us to make this as productive a process as possible.

Remember that you will have the opportunity for formal written
comment in Fall 2014. Your informal involvement to provide input
between now and then is a great benefit to the project. Thank youl!




e TarGOST Results

e Conceptual Site Model
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Update Conceptual Site Model

Many years since subsurface data collected
Creosote moves in the subsurface
Are there “pools” of creosote?
Where are these “pools” located?
e Against sheet pile (metal) wall?
e Beneath former retorts?

Are there areas of the site with smaller amounts of
creosote?
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= TarGOST (Tar-Specific Green Optical Scanning Tool)
Can visually “see” creosote product in the boring from below the ground
sur_face
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Reference Emitter (RE)

How does the waveform relate to the amount of product
(NAPL)?

The TarGOST software determines fluorescence intensity
as percent RE.

RE is a standard Dakota Technologies NAPL that you
calibrate the TarGOST tool with prior to every sounding.
(Similar to the tank of isobutylene used to calibrate a PID)

The RE normalizes the response for laser energy changes,
fiber optic cable length, detector aging, etc.

The relationship between percent RE and the
concentration of NAPL depends on the fuel (PAH).



TarGOST (Tar Green Optical Scanning Tool)

Phase 1 TarGOST Probes
(January 14 through February 8, 2013)

Phase 2 TarGOST Probes 64
(February 25 through March 22, 2013)

Total 141
TarGOST Field Replicates 5% of total = 7

Confirmation Soil Cores 14% of total = 20
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RESULTING BEST FIT %RE

METHOD INDICATING PRESENCE OF
NAPL

Visual 9.5
In-situ Statistical - Graphical 10
Approach

In-situ Statistical - Balancing 7
Approach

Ex-situ Statistical - Graphical 15
Approach

Ex-situ Statistical - Balancing 5
Approach




TABLE 41

Preliminary NAPL Impacted Volumetric Analysis - Upland Area Behind Sheet Pile Wall Only
Wyckaff Upland Field Investigation

Volume Sampled 5% RE 10% RE 15% RE 25%RE 50% RE 100% RE Units
755,018 167,071 109,069 82,563 52,777 21739 7109  CubicYards
100%: 2% 14% 11% P 3% 1% Percent of Volume Sampled
Mote:

The raw response data from each TarGOST reading was converted from a discrete elevation to a thickness interval. Each discrete response measurement was
applied to the interval represented by the midpoints between each discrete response depth. For example, for paired depths (i) and responses [Yi), (X1, Y1),
(X2, Y2), and {X3, ¥3), response Y1 at the top of the boring would apply to interval 0 to (X1+X2)/2, Y2 would apply to the interval (X1+X2)/2 to (X2 + X3)/2, and
s0 on. The interval was then converted to a thickness corresponding to each reading.
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UINDAINCE

Environmental & Energy Specialists, Ltd.

Subarea 2 B-B'

I:I Subarea 3

Subarea 4 Da-Db

Subarea 5

Source Areas

Final Intact Slab TarGOST Data
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Comparison of In-Situ TarGOS T to Visual Observations

Cutoff TarGOST Response [*RE] betwreen presence and absence of NAPL

Felse Posi five

[Count of TarGOST reading s 0% 4 10% 13% 20% £
MNAPL Present in Both 2,083 2433 2037 1,725 1,172 03

MNAPL Absent in Both 12346 12946 13,376 13577 13,80 13,5960

Foilse Megative  WAPL Absent in TarGCOST, Present in Visual Observations 1,383 1,633 1,95 237 2,900 3,719
MAPL Present in TarG 06T, Absent in Wisual Observations 2168 1,565 1,138 937 710 S

Total 13.586 13,586 13,586 13,586 13,586 13,586

Comparison of In-Situ TarGOS T to Visual Observations
{Percent]

Cutoff TarGOST Response [*RE] between presence and absence of NAPL
_.-'-_'__--___‘-'—-_

5% -~ 7% 10% 135~ 20% %

Frdse Posifive

MAPL Present in Both 14% ( 13% 11% F ) 6% 5%
MNAPL Absent in Both oo FORG T2% 3% 7% Fis
Agreement B0, B2 EM B33 B3 0, e 73.6%
Folse Megative  WAPL Absent in TarGOST, Present in Visual Observations % ( =2 \ 11% 13% 16% 174
MAPL Present in TarG 08T, Absent in Wisual Observations 12% g% 537 52 42 3
Disagreement 19.1% @ 16.7% 17.7% 19.4% 20.4%

Circled walues show the optimal %RE cutoff between presence and absence of NAPL for acheiving agreerment in between the in-situ
TarEio5T and the visual NAPL ohaervations as well asthe hest balance between false positives and false negatives Selecting the %RE
that acheivesthe bed balance prevents introducing biasto the dataset as many factors may prevent a perfect match between in-situ
TarGO5T readings and colocated viaual observation of confirmation borings.

Figure 4-3

In-Sity TarGOST Statistical Comparison with Co-Located Visual NAPL Ohservations from Confirmation Boring Logs in Crder
to Select Best WREE indicating Cutoff between Presence and Absence of MAPL

Wk off Upland Field | nvestigation
WA hofff Eaqle Harbor Supedund Site
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Total Volume Above 10%RE = 109,069 yd?3

LEGEND

Thickness of Affected TarGOST Sample
(Area of polygons within each class)

D (2.1 acres)

B -0-1 (1.4 acres)
s

5-10

2.0 acres)
2 9 acres)
10-15
15-20 (0.9 acres)

B >0 (03acres)

— Sheet Pile Wall

1.6 acres)

(
(
(
(

Total Volume Above 10%RE (Reduced) = 16,352 yd-
Total Volume Above 10%RE (Raw) = 68,908 yd?3

I 10%RE Reduced TarGOST
(Combined Subarea 10%RE from Raw

10%RE

B 10 %RE from St. Germain Reduced TarGOST
Combined Subarea 10 %RE from Raw TarGOST
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Table 5-2

Compartmental Yolumes of Soil Types with TarGOST Response #2108 RE

2013 Conce plucf Site Woge! Update for the Foamer BProcess Are o

Wiwkoff / Eagle Rosbor Superdund Sike

Subfrea 2 Subfrea 3 Subfrea 4 Subfrea 5 Toal
50il Type {CY) £} {CY) {CY) LY}
Covrtparzresri 1 1 Growrd Surfece o -5 fiALLW
Srawel 345 407 07 432 0,320
S and 252 10,530 2532 28,2m 22,23
=ilt Lo77 lasd 14 1 2985
Clany BaZ Q09 18 0 1619
Fill B L1= 32 =) 1,251
Totd 2972 1852 2859 15045 37,356
Contpartiret 22 -5 el Ll W o 10 fiabove Aquitard
Srawel -] 1,75 319 1528 3650
S and 1290 3,795 282 2554 79
=ilt 170 = il 0 &7
Cl=y 5 ¥ 1 0 12
Fill 0 1 1 0 0
Tota 1504 6,142 G2 362 12,130
Coimparneit 3: 10 fiabove Aqultard o BotionT of Borimag
Grawel GEE I3 165 B3 1283
mand 6,335 4,004 301 212 10,258
5ilt 2245 213 33 =] 471
Clzy 1592 444 35 0 2069
Fill 0 1 1 0 0
Totd 10865 £,052 287 319 19,001
COdrIpar Gre it 5 s
Srawel 1071 6,204 G965 B85 14,54
Sand 2477 18,38 3,165 10245 A0, 796
ilt 3495 4585 424 40 2,545
Clzy 2290 1,0 51 0 3,700

|_|;i|| & 1,11= 32 =) 1,231
otal 15,333 31,555 4,368 17,224 BE.5 2N
Motes:

CY =cubicyards
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Overlay of Combined Subarea 10%RE from Raw TarGOST with TarGOST
Sample Thicknesses above 10%RE
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Treatment Compartments
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Conclusions

NAPL (creosote) is thickest in the vadose zone and
Upper Aquifer in the center of the site.

The thickest accumulations of creosote are beneath
the former retort areas and to the east by the
Naphthalene Block Excavation Area.

Based on MVS analysis, NAPL volume is estimated at
approximately 68 thousand cubic yards.

Based on Theissen Polygon analysis, NAPL volume is
estimated at 109 thousand cubic yards.

82 percent of the NAPL volume was found in coarser-
grained material (sands and gravels)



Our next CIG meeting is February 4.

At that meeting, EPA will be able to describe the Remedial
Action Alternatives that are being evaluated,

the Remedial Action Objectives that each alternative is designed
to meet,

and the criteria being used in the Comparative Analysis of
Alternatives.




EPA Public meeting on December 10, at City Hall — please
encourage your community constituencies to attend.

Note that Site Investigation Report and FFS process overview
are available on the EPA website, you can direct people there.

CIG meeting February 4 .

If ideas or suggestions in-between meetings, please call Dawn.

Thank you for your involvement!
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